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liberal construction and thereby left no room for consulting
the law of the damaged immovable. The place of acting
alone was decisive. Hence, in the converse case, a Louisiana
landowner injured by changes in Arkansas land has no
actionable cause, the defendant's act being lawful.
(b) Mine damage. In an old case,113 the Reichsgericht
dealt with a mine situation in Brunswick. As an effect of
digging a gallery shaft, the water sources of an adjacent area
in the territory of the Prussian Mining Law were dried up.
The two laws established different periods of limitation for
the action for damages. The court reversed a decision apply-
ing the Prussian Mining Law and held that the acts com-
plained of were accomplished exclusively in Brunswick, under
whose law the mine was operated, and did not go beyond this
territory^ even though damage affected land in another juris-
diction. This decision has been regarded as contradicting the
Reichsgericht rule that allows the injured to base his claim
on the law of the place of the injury,114 but the situation
is special. Mine laws are strictly territorial, not intended to
be applied to foreign mines or soil. They decide the lawful
or unlawful nature of acts as well as the liability for risk.
This seems to be the right decision for any country.
3. Fault
In contrast with liability $er sey the tort action supported
by the evidence of a faulty act has the possible double local
contact of the act and the injury, if not several more provided
by partial acts leading to the injury.
(a) Intentional acts. An actor who intends to inflict
the injury (dolus directus) or foresees the harmful effect
as possible and approves of it in case it should occur (dolus
113 RG. (Feb. 6, 1889) 44- Seuff. Arch. 257; followed by OLG. Koln (April
2i5   1914)  Leipz. Z.  1914,  1140: damage by a Dutch mine to a Prussian
building.
114 RAAPE 203, but see 207 No, 5.